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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. 391 of 2025 (S.B.)

Shri Vijay S/o Sukhdeo Chavan,

Aged about 49 years, Occu.: Police Naik,
P.S Khadan, Akola, R/o Ashray Nagar,
Dabki Road, Akola (M.S). Akola.

Applicant.
Versus

1) The State of Maharashtra,

Through its Secretary, Home Department,

Mantralaya, Mumbai- 400032.
2) Superintendent of Police Akola,

New Dakshata Nagar Square, Sindhi camp,

Tahsil & District Akola, (M.S) 444001.

Respondents.

Shri A.P. Sadavarte, Advocate for the applicant.
Smt. S.R. Khobragade, learned P.O. for respondents.

Coram :- Hon’ble Shri Justice Vinay Joshi,
Vice Chairman.

Dated :- 03/12/2025.

JUDGMENT

Heard finally with the consent of both learned counsel.

2. The applicant is aggrieved by his suspension order dated
21/03/2025 on the ground that despite lapse of three months, charge
memo was not served. Owing to the registration of Crime, the
applicant was placed under suspension on 21/03/2025. Admittedly,
charge sheet was served on 20/08/2025. In said context, the applicant

seeks for revocation of suspension by relying on the G.R. dated
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09/07/2019 and the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in case of

Ajay Kumar Choudhary Vs. Union of India (2015) 7 SCC 291.

3. In response, the learned P.O. would submit that within the
period of three months from suspension, review was taken on
16/05/2025, whereby suspension was continued. The applicant's
learned counsel also took us through the copy of FIR dated
20/03/2025 which pertains to demand of bribe allegedly occurred prior
to six years. Be that as it may, however, basic challenge is on non-

filing of charge sheet within three months from the date of suspension.

4. The applicant has relied on G.R. dated 09.07.2019 issued by
G.A.D. (A-4). In this G.R. following observations of the Hon’ble
Supreme Court made in the case of Ajay Kumar Chaudhary Vs. Union
of India, A.l.R. 2015, Supreme Court 2391 have been quoted :-

“14  We, therefore, direct that the currency of a Suspension
Order should not extend beyond three months if within this
period the Memorandum of Charges/Chargesheet is not served
on the delinquent officer/employee; if the Memorandum of
Charges/Chargesheet is served a reasoned order must be
passed for the extension of the suspension. As in the case in
hand, the Government is free to transfer the concerned person
to any Department in any of its offices within or outside the State
so as to sever any local or personal contact that he may have
and which he may misuse for obstructing the investigation
against him. The Government may also prohibit him from
contacting any person, or handling records and documents Hill
the stage of his having to prepare his defence. We think this will
adequately safeguard the universally recognized principle of
human dignity and the right to a speedy trial and shall also
preserve the interest of the Government in the prosecution. We
recognize that previous Constitution Benches have been
reluctant to quash proceedings on the grounds of delay, and to
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set time limits to their duration. However, the imposition of a limit
on the period of suspension has not been discussed in prior
case law, and would not be contrary to the interests of justice.
Furthermore, the direction of the Central Vigilance Commission
that pending a criminal investigation departmental proceedings
are to be held in abeyance stands superseded in view of the
stand adopted by us.”

On the basis of these observations following guidelines have

been issued :-
onet fetolr-

A1 UG ARABI HHAT- AT Tl 3elal QrnHasid JEauaAm Ja=
A AA 3R,

(1) Tt emfea Aawizn s gameh 3 AziEn wenasdta et diweht
I Hel AURMT UF TSI 3 318, 310 Tl oiciarel dearga 3
Algewd fetciartan stem 834 eisE e aie] odaid A el
Fom Jrue seawE (BRU HHRTE) Ad Wi - T IRER e
M.

(ii) fercifia et Aawien s gt 3 Al HemaHta Remwha el
I HHel AUR U TETAUI 3T G, M Yol Al Falad SRIeE
3MEeN UEAl, Fieiast Fed SRR 360 Wi JEd AE. &Ee Fetka
ARADI ATBIEE frsToi Aiepeitdt SrRIAE 5 Het AR U FstavamEt
FEaRl FeleeurE o RaAie 3ia HeHRIW Hett slget A 331/
TERERY HoAT AR,

(iii) GHISTER! 0N [Aud: AEcaud Ul Feilad e Jaemiar eela
AlBelt P Hwel AWRMU T3 TSTEUEEd @eAD dl 3Held ragaud
Utdaieres [stena Adita uenaet fston 3uctse] met 20t 3ags AEa.

5.  Clause (ii) of the G.R. mandates that if within three months from
suspension, charge sheet is not filed, there would be no alternative
than to revoke the suspension. Likewise, in above referred case, the
said position was already clarified by the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

Though review was taken on 16/05/2025, however, admittedly, within



4 0.A. No. 391 of 2025

three months, charge sheet was not served. Moreover, it is evident
from the review report that besides the reason of proposed inquiry,
there is nothing to indicate the necessity of continuing suspension. In
the circumstances, for technical reasons alone, the suspension would

not survive. In view of that following order —
ORDER
i) Application is allowed.

i) The impugned order of suspension dated 21/03/2025 is hereby

quashed and set aside.

iii) The Department to take consequential action within four weeks.

Dated :- 03/12/2025. (Justice Vinay Joshi)

Vice Chairman.
dnk.
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| affirm that the contents of the PDF file order are word to word

same as per original Judgment.

Name of Steno : D.N. Kadam

Court Name : Court of Hon’ble Vice Chairman.

Judgment signed on . 03/12/2025.



